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LYN ALDERMAN
Context-sensitive evaluation: 
determining the context surrounding the 
implementation of a government policy
This article explains the essence of the context-sensitive parameters and dimensions in play 
at the time of an intervention, through the application of Rog’s (2012) model of contextual 
parameters. Rog’s model offers evaluators a structured approach to examine an intervention. 
The initial study provided a systematic way to clarify the scope, variables, timing, and appropriate 
evaluation methodology to evaluate the implementation of a government policy. Given that 
the government implementation of an educational intervention under study did not follow 
the experimental research approach, nor the double cycle of action research approach, the 
application of Rog’s model provided an in-depth understanding of the context-sensitive 
environment; it is from this clear purpose that the broader evaluation was conducted. Overall, 
when governments or institutions implement policy to invoke educational change (and this 
intervention is not guided by an appropriate evaluation approach), then program evaluation is 
achievable post-implementation. In this situation, Rog’s (2012) model of contextual parameters is 
a useful way to achieve clarity of purpose to guide the program evaluation. 
Introduction 
Historically, social programs have been examined through 
traditional experimental research (Gall, Gall & Borg 
2005). A study conducted in 1932 with an experimental 
and a control group looked at differences between those 
who used manual typewriters for writing, and those 
who used traditional pencils and paper. Two thousand 
participants from 200 schools were involved in the 
study, that found that overall the use of technology did 
not directly impact the development of composition 
skills among participants (Bugelski 1971; Heafner 1932; 
Wood & Freeman 1932). Although this study supported 
the researchers’ hypothesis, these types of educational 
experiments came under harsh criticism in the 1960s 
(Weiss 1983). It was argued that educational experiments 
disadvantaged the participants within the control group, 
took a long time to enact and provided little evidence 
of long term impact. As a result, innovative educational 
program evaluations were expanded to be inclusive of all 
participants in their real world contexts and thus, came to 
be known as interventions (Gall et al. 2005).  
 With the movement away from educational 
experiments and towards innovative educational program 
evaluations, a different research approach was required. 
One example of a different approach can be found in 
action research, which emerged in the 1940s. Kemmis 
and McTaggart (1988), well-known authors of the 
Action Research Planner, strongly supported action 
research as a way to examine the benefits of changes in 
education that was inclusive of all participants. This 
process generally involved six steps: (i) planning a change; 
(ii) acting and observing the process and consequences 
of the change; (iii) reflecting on these processes and 
consequences; (iv) re-planning; (v) acting and observing 
again; and (vi) reflecting again (Kemmis, McTaggart 
& Retallick 2004). Nevertheless, this double cycle of 
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action, while effective in educational program evaluations, 
was not always practiced when it came to implementing 
government policy designed to bring about change in 
educational practice.  
Within the management literature, the term 
‘implementation analysis’ is used when a researcher is 
interested in determining outcomes of the implementation 
of a policy (Ryan 1999). From an evaluation perspective, 
this type of investigation is called program evaluation, 
particularly in education, where policy deployment 
effectively works as an intervention (Owen & Rogers 
1999). For the purposes of this evaluation, the term 
‘program evaluation’ will be used, as it strongly aligns 
with evaluation research. In particular, program 
evaluation is intended to assist decision-makers (in this 
case, the Australian Government) to make a record 
of times and events, and provide a useful guide to the 
future (Kogan 2005). Decision-makers are being asked to 
plan more carefully and reflect more critically in order 
to justify the decisions made (Owen & Rogers 1999). 
However, program evaluation is often linked to policy 
borrowing in education, where a policy is borrowed from 
one setting and implemented in another. 
For instance, there is a body of literature that 
raises concerns that when planning a change in policy, 
governments often borrow policies from elsewhere, 
regardless of whether the policy was successful in its 
original context and with little consideration of what 
adaptations may be required for application in its new 
context (Lingard 2010; Lingard & Garrick 1997). If a 
policy is borrowed and implemented without sufficient 
modification for the local context, it may subsequently 
be found to be unsuccessful, or even deemed to be a 
‘managerial fad’ (Birnbaum 2000; Ponzi & Koenig 2002); 
these issues are covered in more depth in Alderman (2015). 
Thus, the problem occurs when a government or 
institution engages in the implementation of a new policy 
or educational program evaluation, without the benefit 
of a planned evaluation approach—such as ‘double 
cycle of action research’ or a ‘planned evaluation’. Such 
action research or evaluation would take into account 
the broader context in which the policy implementation 
occurs. It therefore follows that to evaluate the success 
of an intervention, the context surrounding the initial 
implementation is critical (Rog 2012). It is this very 
context that may offer vital information that will lead the 
evaluator to identify enablers or blockers that may impact 
directly on the outcomes of the intervention. 
This article aims to demonstrate the benefit of careful 
planning of a program evaluation that elicits the context-
sensitive parameters and dimensions at play at the time of 
the intervention. Further, it aims to unpack the multiple 
layers of context that were in play at the time of the 
2003 Australian Government Reform Package (Nelson 
2003). As Rog (2012) argued, understanding context is an 
important dimension of any evaluation and will result 
in a descriptive account of the state of play at the time 
of the intervention. However, when conducting program 
evaluation, it is imperative to provide the full story to 
understand the parameters or variables that may influence 
the outcomes (Maggetti, Gilardi & Radaelli 2012); this 
will be achieved by describing how the application of 
Rog’s model of contextual parameters (Figure 2, p. 7) 
to an intervention can provide clarity of purpose to the 
broader program evaluation. 
More specifically, this article explains an initial 
study that sits within a broader program evaluation 
(Alderman 2014); it evaluates the influence of three 
national learning and teaching initiatives that emerged 
from the 2003 Australian Government Reform Package in 
Higher Education (Nelson 2003). The broader program 
evaluation represents an independent examination of 
the 2002 Government Review and consequent 2003 
Government Reform Package, by adopting a methodology 
to conduct an evaluation of a large-scale illuminative 
program evaluation, unique in its focus on learning and 
teaching. Figure 1 (p. 6) outlines the specific milestones 
associated with the review under examination, within the 
broader program evaluation. 
 As identified in Figure 1, there are three main 
initiatives of interest within the 2003 Reform Package:  
(i) the Learning and Teaching Performance Fund (LTPF); 
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(ii) the Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC); 
and, (iii) the Australian Universities Quality Agency 
(AUQA). These initiatives were implemented within an 
environment of constant change in political leadership, 
where policies are borrowed and often implemented within 
a contracted timeframe. Thus, there was a particular and 
unique set of contextual parameters that were in play at the 
time of implementation, these contextual parameters form 
the basis of the method discussed below. 
Method 
This initial study adopted Rog’s model of contextual 
parameters (Figure 2) to provide the environmental 
situation in which a government implemented an 
educational policy. It is through this model that the 2003 
Australian Government Reform Package (Nelson 2003) 
may be regarded as ‘an intervention’; the model offered an 
opportunity to understand the specific triggers leading to 
the intervention and set the scene for investigation in the 
broader study. As shown in Figure 2, such an intervention 
sits within multiple contexts, including: (i) the ‘broader 
environment context’ (within which social or 
organisational contexts does the issue reside?); (ii) the 
‘problem context’ (what is the intervention ostensibly 
trying to address?); (iii) decision-making (what is the 
current political context of decision-making?); (iv) the 
‘intervention context’ (what is the program supposed to 
be?); (v) the ‘evaluation context’ (how was the evaluation 
was conducted? (Rog 2012)); and, (vi) dimensions.
Each intervention or program evaluation may be 
viewed as possessing a number of situated dimensions that 
describe the circumstances surrounding the issue; these 
could include physical, organisational, social, cultural, 
traditional, historical, or political dimensions. Rog’s 
contextual parameters basically set the scene within which 
an intervention occurs and may be subsequently evaluated. 
This model provides an organisational structure within 
which an intervention, such as that represented by the 
2003 Australian Government reform package (Department 
of Education, Science and Training), may be examined 
through a program evaluation approach thus enabling 
increased understanding of the intervention and its longer-
term influences and context outcomes. 
Adaptation of Rog’s model to suit the current study 
From the perspective of the evaluator, it was important 
to consider how Rog’s model could be adapted to unpack 
the context, which would then identify areas that required 
deeper investigation. Figure 3 presents the application 
of Rog’s contextual parameters, which guide the current 
study—moving from the macro context of international 
quality agenda through to the micro level context of the 
present study; these examples are provided to indicate the 
range and depth of literature that is required to support a 
rigorous investigation of context.
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As part of the evaluation, a literature search was 
conducted through a number of search engines including 
Google Scholar, Google, Web of Knowledge, Australian 
Government and institutional websites to locate journal 
articles, books and government reports that would provide 
insight into the six specific areas identified as being context-
sensitive to this intervention. What is critical in the fields 
of humanities, social sciences and education, is the fact 
that government-oriented research or agency-funded 
research may go under the radar (Matthews, et al. 2006). 
These types of ‘grey’ output and documents are not easy to 
locate through the usual search strategies and thus, often 
go undetected. Therefore, the inclusion of government and 
institutional websites became an important search strategy 
for this initial study. 
Findings 
The findings that emerged from this structured approach 
to unpack the context surrounding the intervention are 
presented in the six contextual parameters described below. 
1. Broader environment: international quality 
agenda 
This contextual parameter investigated the development 
of quality assurance in the international context; in 
particular, how it migrated from America to Europe 
and through to Australia. The origins and definition of 
quality assurance in higher education may be traced back 
to the late 1800s in America (Roades & Sporn 2002), 
where quality assurance emerged during a period of rapid 
growth in colleges and universities (Goldin & Fatz 1999). 
In America, quality assurance moved from business to 
government and through to education (Birnbaum 2000; 
Roades & Sporn 2002), where the model was modified 
to suit the new environment of higher education. This 
early practice of a self-regulatory, self-study model of 
quality assurance involved a five-step process: (i) the 
undertaking of an institutional self-review; (ii) a visit by 
an external panel of experts to the institution for a short 
period of review; (iii) the production of a report by the 
panel; (iv) the response provided by the institution; and 
(v) the final evaluation provided by the panel and made 
public. Even though Scriven (1991) criticised the limited 
nature of the modification as being superficial, this 
model remained standard practice in higher education in 
America for over a century. However, America’s approach 
was situated in the local environment, managed by and 
focused on individual institutions (Roades & Sporn 2002). 
The adoption of this self-regulatory self-study model of 
quality assurance often required guidance from a national 
agency and in 1946, the American Society for Quality 
was established and is an early example of an agency that 
guided quality assurance practice. As an independent, 
non-profit organisation, it was comprised of a global 
community of experts who offered quality guidance, 
best practice, training and policy advice to individual 
professionals, organisations, businesses, higher education 
institutions, and government departments.  
After a century of practice in the United States of 
America, the trend towards quality assurance in higher 
education moved from America to Europe in the late 
1980s and took the shape of a self-regulatory self-
study model of quality assurance (Roades & Sporn 
2002; Neave & van Vught 1994). Europe’s adoption of 
the American model of quality assurance was directly 
influenced by three versions of isomorphism: coercive 
isomorphism; mimetic isomorphism; and normative 
isomorphism. Coercive isomorphism occurred when 
the American Government, which had adopted quality 
assurance from the business community, then coerced, 
or required, the higher education sector to adopt a 
modified version (Roades & Sporn 2002; Neave & van 
Vught 1994). As discussed below, coercion usually takes 
the form of funding or regulation. Mimetic isomorphism 
occurred when the European Union higher education 
sector, in the pursuit of market share against a strong 
competitor—America, mimicked, or copied the American 
quality assurance model in order to look similar to its 
competitors. Normative isomorphism occurred within the 
European academic community, where there is evidence 
to show that professional mechanisms (which include 
scholarly work, communities and networks, conferences, 
keynote speakers and increased interest in quality 
assurance), built a normative conduit for the adoption 
of ideas across the academic community and across 
international boundaries.
In 1993, the formation of the European Union through 
the Maastricht Treaty and the reconceptualisation of 
higher education through the Sorbonne Declaration in 
1998 and the Bologna Declaration in 1999, led to change 
that went beyond national borders (Van der Wende 
2000). In 1999, the European Union developed a strategic 
plan to reposition and reinforce higher education as a 
strong competitor (for international students) against 
America. The Bologna model of curriculum, as it became 
known, instigated the notion of borderless education, 
where students may start their undergraduate degree in 
one country and finish at another institution within the 
European Union (European Higher Education Area 2010). 
These declarations brought higher education institutions 
within the European Union to adopt a system of easily 
readable and comparable degrees that would facilitate 
student mobility. The adoption of the Bologna model 
brought into focus quality and how to ensure and assure 
that there are equivalences across each participating 
country, despite their diverse collection of institutions, 
policies and practices. After the introduction of the 
Bologna model, Europe continued to apply the American 
model of self-regulatory, self-study with the support and 
guidance of a national agency, the European Network 
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for Quality Assurance (2012). Established in 2000, the 
purpose of this network was to guide and disseminate 
information and good practice in quality assurance and to 
promote European cooperation in higher education.  
In the 1990s, the United Kingdom was an early 
adopter of quality assurance in higher education within 
an environment of increasing accountability for public 
expenditure of funds and reduced funding (Harvey & 
Green 1993). The United Kingdom introduced a six-year 
cycle that applied an external audit standards model 
of quality assurance to the higher education sector 
(Harvey 2005) with a meta-national agency—the Quality 
Council (Neave 1994; van Vught 1991). This reform 
moved higher education in the United Kingdom towards 
a detailed, central regulation that was different from the 
European Union’s model of guidance (Neave 1994; Neave 
& van Vught 1994). In a critical review of the history 
of quality evaluation in the United Kingdom, Harvey 
(2005) determined that quality assurance had become the 
primary policy for higher education.  
In 1997, the United Kingdom established a second 
national agency, the Quality Assurance Agency (Harvey 
2005). The United Kingdom received further criticism that 
its processes were burdensome, overly bureaucratic and 
more about compliance than improvement (Harvey 2005; 
Roades & Sporn 2002). The multiple layers of quality 
assurance contributed to the European perception that 
quality assurance in the United Kingdom had become 
unstoppable. However, it was this model that later directly 
informed the Australian quality assurance model emerging 
from the 2008 Review of Higher Education. 
In summary, the model of quality assurance in higher 
education originated in America, moved to Europe and 
then ultimately to Australia. The early practice of a self-
regulatory self-study model of quality assurance directly 
informed the learning and teaching quality agenda leading 
into the 2002 Government Review.  
2. Problem context: learning and teaching quality 
agenda in Australia 
This contextual parameter refers to the time when the 
government introduced two generations of performance 
evaluation and management.  In 1983, a new Australian 
Labor Government introduced program evaluation to 
the public sector (Mackay 1998; 2004). Driven by the 
Department of Finance, the government was interested 
in tight control of public expenditure, conducting an 
annual budgetary process to inform its decision-making 
and improve the performance of the public sector. The 
purpose underpinning program evaluation has remained 
constant from 1987 to the present. The three main 
objectives were to: (i) provide fundamental information 
on program performance to assist decision-making; 
(ii) support the government’s policy development 
and support and strengthen departments’ internal 
management (including staff learning); and, (iii) strengthen 
external reporting for accountability purposes (Mackay 
1998; 2004). During this period of time, two different 
performance approaches to the management of program 
evaluation were adopted, as described below.
A critical analysis by the World Bank Operations 
Evaluation Department (Mackay 1988; 2004) analysed 
two generations of performance evaluation by the 
Australian Government. Basically, Australia went from a 
successful devolved system of performance evaluation, 
with an extensive library of evaluation portfolios, that 
supported and informed government decision-making, 
to a centrally-driven model that does not meet the needs 
of government. The earlier devolved model was strongly 
focused on the reporting of performance indicators, 
which reflected the change to a conservative government, 
and marked a change in the pursuit of public sector 
reform in Australia. As a result of this critical review, the 
World Bank study (Mackay 2004) identified that the more 
recent outputs–outcomes framework fell short of the 
government’s goals and more explicitly— failed to inform 
their decision-making.  
In addition to the findings by Mackay, there is a 
cautionary note found within the literature that identifies 
three obstacles to an intervention (Ryan 1999). These 
obstacles are: (i) the cost in terms of technical, personnel 
and time requirements; (ii) the complexity of the 
government environment at the time of the intervention; 
and, (iii) possible interference with the intervention by 
the political process. For example, in political terms, a 
government review of higher education in Australia is 
associated with a change of elected party in the national 
leadership (Department of Industry Innovation Science 
Research and Tertiary Education 2013). The 1988 
Government Review was launched under the leadership of 
the Labor Party (Croucher, Marginson, Norton & Wells 
2013); the 2002 Government Review was launched under 
the leadership of the Liberal-National Coalition; and 
the 2008 Government Review was launched by the Labor 
Party; these government reviews of higher education were 
designed to investigate the sector systematically, engage 
with relevant stakeholders and determine the need for 
future change.  
 There is a further cautionary note to be found within 
the literature. When a government places an interest in 
quality in higher education for public accountability 
purposes ahead of academic autonomy, it thereby 
deliberately undermines academic autonomy (Alderman 
1996). There is no doubt that when expending public 
moneys, institutions should always be accountable. 
However, it is in the interest of all citizens to ensure that 
academic autonomy continues, as ‘Academic autonomy is 
the lifeblood of higher education. It must not be stifled in 
the name of university politics or sacrificed on the altar of 
public accountability’ (Alderman 1996, p. 192).  
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In summary, there are a number of cautionary 
notes within the literature that would suggest that any 
evaluation of a government intervention will require 
careful consideration of all the variables in play at the 
time. This reinforces the validity of applying Rog’s 
context-sensitive approach to establish the foundation 
upon which a program evaluation can occur.
3. Decision-making context: learning and teaching 
in higher education in Australia 
This contextual parameter explores the issues confronting 
the higher education sector in Australia by examining the 
context of each stakeholder at the turn of the twenty-
first century. In 1995, the Australian Qualifications 
Framework was adopted within the national education 
policy setting. This framework offered a formal structure 
to benchmark educational standards and to guide the 
administration and granting of formal qualifications 
(Australian Qualifications Framework Advisory Board 
2007; Ministerial Council for Tertiary Education and 
Employment 2011). The primary objectives included:  
(i) a national structure; (ii) flexible pathways;  
(iii) providing guidance to providers to meet requirements; 
(iv) flexibility to address diversity; (v) the encouragement 
of progress through all sectors; and (vi) the strengthening 
of vocational education and training, as well as 
recognition of all qualifications offered in Australia. The 
framework involved three education levels—primary, 
secondary/senior secondary, and tertiary; it was 
administered through three sectors: schooling; vocational 
education and training; and higher education.  
Unlike other approaches to quality assurance 
models discussed earlier, the Australian Qualifications 
Framework was introduced without the support of any 
agency or regulator with oversight or responsibility 
for its implementation (Norton 2012). As a result, 
the centrally administered schooling and vocational 
education and training sectors adopted the framework, 
while the autonomous higher education institutions 
were able to choose whether to adopt the framework or 
not. As a result, the Australian higher education sector 
remained largely self-regulating throughout the rest 
of the 1990s, as well as the ensuing 2002 Government 
Review and 2003 Government Reform.
In 2000, Australia was at an economic crossroads. 
When the twentieth-century reliance on exploitation 
of natural resources for economic gain was faltering, 
the government realised the need for greater diversity 
in its sources of economic strength to reinforce its 
economic position in the world (Nelson 2003), and 
therefore looked to the higher education sector to 
play a more significant role in Australia’s economic 
future. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (1996; 2004) found that there was a 
positive relationship between educational attainment 
and a country’s economic growth; this was strengthened 
when formal qualifications were a source of social 
capital for a country’s citizenry (Sewell 1992). The 
Australian Government determined that a knowledge 
economy could support future economic stability; this 
would require an increase in the national focus on the 
higher education sector and especially on learning and 
teaching policy and practice. 
Within this national push for a knowledge economy, 
public universities faced financial constraints when a 
new government funding model reduced funding from 
90 per cent in 1981 to 75 per cent (Department of 
Education, Science and Training 2002a). This new model 
resulted in an overall reduction in real terms of 15 per 
cent to publicly funded institutions within the sector. 
The funding liability was shared between government  
(50 per cent) and students (25 per cent), with the 
remainder (25 per cent) being the responsibility of 
each institution. This reduced funding led to a growing 
interest in the efficiency of Australian universities and a 
perceived need for them to be more resourceful in their 
approaches to meet growing student demand (Abbott 
& Doucouliagos 2003). The student environment was 
directly impacted by widening participation, a more 
diverse student cohort and an increased student-to-staff 
ratio, at the same time as the cost of education was rising 
(Department of Education, Science and Training 2002a). 
There were more diverse pathways into university and this 
diversity itself brought challenges in terms of increasing 
needs of the student cohort (Hillman 2005). The 
diminished funding environment, with increased student 
cohort diversity, brought into question whether higher 
education providers could pursue quality maintenance, let 
alone the ability to improve quality with respect to agreed 
notions of excellence (Gyimah-Boadi 2003).  
 In summary, the Australian higher education sector 
faced government accountability, driven by financial 
accountability and a growing interest in standards and 
the quality agenda. Higher education providers were 
challenged by a reduced funding environment and needed 
to be more effective in their management and delivery. 
Meanwhile, the academy was coping with changing roles 
under a changing student environment. It was at this point 
that the 2002 Government Review of Higher Education 
in Australia was launched which led to the government’s 
response in the form of the 2003 Reform Package.
4. Intervention context: 2003 Government Reform 
Package
This contextual parameter sets the central context of 
the 2003 Government Reform Package by exploring the 
cause surrounding policy initiatives, and the Government 
Review and Reform Package.  In 2000, the Australian 
Government established the Higher Education Quality 
Assurance Framework (Department of Education, Science 
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and Training 2002a) to ensure a level of quality within 
qualifications offered by higher education providers 
that offered benchmarking opportunities across the 
sector and moved to invest in research. The framework 
had four main strategies including: (i) establish 
AUQA as a major national initiative to increase the 
accountability and quality for individual higher 
education providers; (ii) develop the National Protocols 
for Higher Education Approval Processes to provide 
protocols and guidelines to national and international 
institutions; (iii) commission the Quality Assurance and 
Accreditation in Australian Higher Education project to 
explore the nature and practice of accreditation, quality 
assurance and assessment in Australia and in a number 
of countries overseas; and, (iv) adopt a new model to 
address the strengths and weaknesses, and reposition 
quality assurance and accreditation in Australian higher 
education.
In 2002, AUQA (2007) was established and adopted 
as an externally regulated self-study model of quality 
assurance (Carroll 2003). This involved a five-step 
process: (i) the undertaking of an institutional self-
review; (ii) a visit by an external panel of experts to 
the institution for a short period of review; (iii) the 
production of a report by the panel; (iv) the response 
provided by the institution; and, (v) the final evaluation 
provided by the panel and made public. There was a 
strong impetus to benchmark the quality of learning and 
teaching policy and practices for the higher education 
sector when AUQA was established in 2002. The purpose 
of this was to focus on an institutional level of review as 
a formal quality assurance process to evaluate learning 
and teaching, research, and the institution as a whole 
(Department of Education, Science and Training 2006). 
This national agency was directly linked to the historic 
model of quality assurance that had emerged from 
America, moved across to Europe, and ultimately to 
Australia, over a decade earlier.
In addition, the Australian Government, under the 
leadership of the Liberal-National Coalition, undertook 
a comprehensive review of the higher education sector to 
ensure that Australia’s higher education institutions were 
best placed to contribute to the nation’s future.  Pressure 
was placed on the Australian higher education sector to 
meet the expectations of government, the community 
and students in such areas as accountability of funding, 
institutional reporting requirements, and a perceived 
need to meet student expectations. These pressures came 
from both the external challenges and internal pressures 
driving change in the higher education sector, with a 
complex meld of financial changes appearing to be most 
influential. As mentioned elsewhere, there were significant 
changes to the ways in which universities were funded 
at a national level (Department of Education, Science 
and Training 2002a). This meant there were a number 
of national tensions driving change, and the government 
review of the higher education sector was, in effect, an 
intervention designed specifically to both identify and 
implement necessary change (Rog 2012).  
In 2002, the scope of the Government Review 
extended across the higher education sector and outcomes 
were to impact directly on all higher education providers 
in Australia, with a strong emphasis on the reorientation 
of their focus towards learning and teaching (Ramsden 
1991). Therefore, the focus of this government review 
represented a substantial policy shift by the Department 
of Education, Science and Training (2004) to focus 
attention on learning and teaching in higher education to 
meet the goals of the knowledge economy. As a result of 
the government review process, in 2003 the government 
published its response to the review, as a reform package 
entitled Our Universities: Backing Australia’s Future 
(Nelson 2003). This 2003 Government Reform Package 
brought together a broad set of reforms underpinned 
by four key principles: (i) sustainability; (ii) quality; 
(iii) equity; and, (iv) diversity. There was an implementation 
timeframe for the reform package of 2006 to 2008, together 
with a planned evaluation of the reform in 2009 with a $1.5 
billion investment over four years. The focal point of this 
thesis is that of the 16 government reforms, 4 were of direct 
interest namely: promoting excellence in learning and 
teaching; enhancing collaboration; assuring quality; and, a 
new accountability framework. 
In summary, the 2003 Government Reform Package 
implemented three national learning and teaching 
initiatives (LTPF, ALTC and AUQA) and these became the 
focus for the program evaluation.
5. Evaluation: illuminative evaluation 
methodology
This contextual parameter established the scope for the 
program evaluation under examination and clarified the 
aim and research questions guiding the evaluation. For 
example, the aim of the broader study was to document 
and theorise the consequences of the 2002 Government 
Review of Higher Education. This review led to the 2003 
Government Reform Package on Learning and Teaching 
in higher education in Australia during 2002–2008 through 
an illustrative program evaluation perspective. From this 
central aim, the following three questions developed: 
1. to what extent did the 2003 Government Reform 
Package focus specifically on learning and teaching in 
higher education?
2. what changes in learning and teaching may be 
identified in the period 2002 to 2008?
3. how did the 2003 Government Reform Package 
change the profile of the learning and teaching 
quality agenda in higher education in Australia? 
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At the point of intervention, Australian higher education 
was comprised of 38 autonomous public universities 
and 73 autonomous private providers (Department of 
Education, Employment and Workplace Relations 2008). 
Of the 38 public universities, 4 were dual-sector providers 
that offered both higher education, and vocational 
education and training qualifications; a further 17 were 
mixed-sector providers that offered higher education 
within a registered training organisation, and 1 was both 
a dual and mixed-sector provider (Moodie 2010).  The 
overall student population consisted of approximately 1 
million full-time-equivalent enrolments with an academic 
population of around 40 000 full-time equivalent staff 
(Department of Education, Science and Training 2006a).  
The broader program evaluation represents an 
independent evaluation of the 2003 Government Reform 
Package and it adopted a methodology to conduct an 
evaluation of a large-scale illuminative program evaluation 
that is unique in its focus on learning and teaching. After 
analysis of a number of different evaluative approaches, 
illuminative evaluation was identified by the evaluator as 
an appropriate methodology (Parlett & Hamilton 1972; 
1976; Patton 2002) to investigate both the intended and 
unintended outcomes of the three national learning and 
teaching initiatives. The full detail of the selection process, 
theory and methodology is covered in more depth in 
Alderman (2015). 
In summary, the program evaluation applied 
illuminative evaluation as the evaluation methodology to 
elicit the intended and unintended consequences of the 
three national learning and teaching initiatives. 
6. Dimensions
The final contextual parameter denotes how the 
dimensions relevant to this intervention were identified 
through an environmental scan of literature and practice 
of the circumstances surrounding the 2003 intervention, 
including the academy, investment in research, standards/ 
regulations, measurement and evaluation.  This process 
identified four sub-dimensions as outlined below.
The first sub-parameter explored the academy as a 
quality variable. As a result of this process, two variables 
were identified as having direct impact on the quality 
of learning and teaching in higher education: (i) the 
changing role of the academy (Coaldrake & Stedman 
1999; 2013; McInnes 2000); and, (ii) casualisation of the 
academic workforce (Coates, Dobson, Goedegebuure & 
Meek 2009; Percy et al. 2008). As learning and teaching 
practice remains intrinsically linked to the quality agenda, 
there are direct consequences when government decision-
making affects funding, focus and documentation.
The second sub-parameter surveyed the investment in 
learning and teaching research at the time. As mentioned 
earlier, there are a number of research outputs that are 
considered ‘grey’ literature, thus it was difficult to locate 
research on learning and teaching research, resources to 
support educational research, and commissioned research 
into education sectors (McMeniman, Cumming, Wilson, 
Stenson & Sim 2000). Within each of these aspects, the 
higher education sector has some way to go to advance 
as a field of research and be as well supported as the 
vocational education and training sector in Australia. 
The third sub-parameter investigated the learning and 
teaching standards or regulations in play at the time of 
the program evaluation. More specifically, it focused on 
the standards in learning and teaching through formal 
qualifications in learning and teaching (Australian 
Vice-Chancellors’ Committee 1993); regulation through 
professional bodies; regulation through professional 
development (Chalmers 2007; 2010); regulation through 
pre-employment requirements; and, regulation through 
post-employment requirements. There were no national 
standards for academic staff engaged in a learning 
and teaching role in higher education in Australia 
(Department of Education, Science and Training 
2002b; 2002c). While professional bodies, professional 
development, and employment requirements do offer 
opportunities for self-regulation, the extent of this 
practice remains under-researched.
The fourth and final sub-parameter reviewed 
evaluation of the quality of learning and teaching 
through measurement and government reporting within 
an outcomes and outputs framework; measurement 
through national student feedback surveys; measurement 
through a single voice of students; evaluation through 
benchmarking learning and teaching; evaluation 
through teaching excellence awards; evaluation through 
scholarship of teaching; and, evaluation through peer 
review (Kreber 2003; Productivity Commission 2010; 
Zammit et al. 2007). It deliberately applied the words 
‘measurement’ and ‘evaluation’ to reflect the differences 
between the quantitative approaches taken and the 
qualitative approaches undertaken.
In summary, unpacking the dimensions pertaining 
to this intervention allowed the evaluator to determine 
other variables that may, or may not, directly impact on 
the intended outcomes. In particular, this sub-parameter 
identified a number of datasets that would assist the 
evaluator to establish the impact of the intervention 
through a systematic literature analysis.
Discussion 
As demonstrated by the findings, the application of 
an adaptation of Rog’s (2012) model of contextual 
parameters was found to be useful and informative on 
a number of levels. This process clarified a number of 
elements for the broader study, it: (i) sharpened the 
scope and focus on the 2003 intervention; (ii) confirmed 
the timeframe as valid; (iii) confirmed the value of the 
broader investigation (as no evidence was available to 
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indicate an evaluation of the intervention was planned 
or conducted); (iv) identified the main topics for the 
literature review, relevant to the broader topic; and,  
(v) identified illuminative evaluation as the appropriate 
evaluation method for the broader study.  
First, and foremost, this process clarified the scope 
of the broader program evaluation. Originally, the 
evaluator had placed the 2002 Government Review of 
Australian Higher Education (Department of Education, 
Science and Training), and its associated documentation, 
as part of ‘the problem’. The application of Rog’s model 
highlighted the fact that the review was in fact part of 
the ‘decision-making context’, not ‘the problem’. Thus, 
as an outcome of this structured approach, the scope of 
the broader program evaluation was redefined to focus 
on the 2003 Australian Government Reform Package 
(Nelson 2003).  
Second, this process identified situations where, 
regardless of the successful nature of the government 
policy implementations, some contextual parameters 
would dominate and interfere in the implementation. 
The intervention under examination in the broader 
program evaluation was located in the Australian higher 
education sector. Examination of previous higher 
education reviews and subsequent reform packages, 
identified that the policy implementation cycle may for 
disrupted should there be a change in federal government 
political leadership. This outcome confirmed that 
the change in political leadership was a significant 
variable for the broader study, as each year (2002 and 
2008) signified a change in federal government political 
leadership, a subsequent review of Australian higher 
education (Bradley 2008; Department of Education, 
Science and Training 2002a) and confirmed the timeline 
for program evaluation. 
Third, while the focus of the broader investigation 
was clarified, this process identified that the three 
national initiatives that focused on learning and teaching 
all had three-year funding cycles with an evaluation 
scheduled at the end of each cycle. However, there was 
no evidence of a similar schedule for the 2003 Australian 
Government Reform Package (Nelson 2003). There was 
evidence that an evaluation was planned, however, the 
change in government leadership initiated a subsequent 
review in 2008 (Bradley) that disrupted the planned 
evaluation in 2009. Therefore, this identified a gap in the 
literature and confirmed the value and purpose of the 
broader program evaluation. 
Fourth, this approach provided a structured way 
to identify key articles and reports from the ‘grey’ 
literature and practice that were topical and pertaining 
to the specific time period. The process of identifying 
associated parameters enabled the literature to 
be separated by that which directly influenced the 
intervention, and that which was related to contextual 
parameters. These dimensions became significant 
variables in the broader program evaluation. 
Fifth, this initial study identified that a more holistic 
approach to evaluation was required in the broader 
program evaluation. Given the contextual parameters 
surrounding the intervention and the number of 
significant variables that would directly impact the 
intervention outcomes, the evaluator quickly realised 
that a more traditional evaluation methodology 
would not capture both the intended and unintended 
consequences of this intervention. It was through 
this process that the evaluator was able to identify 
illuminative evaluation by Parlett and Hamilton (1972; 
1976) as the appropriate research methodology for the 
broader study. 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, this article defined the essence of the 
context-sensitive parameters and dimensions in play at 
the time of the intervention and program evaluation, 
through the application of an adaptation of Rog’s (2012) 
model of contextual parameters. This model offered 
the evaluator a structured approach to examine an 
intervention and this initial study provided a systematic 
way to clarify the scope, variables, timing, validity of 
study, and appropriate research methodology for the 
broader program evaluation. Given that the government 
implementation of an educational intervention under 
investigation did not follow the experimental research 
approach nor the double cycle of action approach, the 
initial study provided an in-depth understanding of the 
context-sensitive context. It is from this clear purpose 
that the broader evaluation was then conducted and 
overall, the investigation of the broader evaluation 
was strongly augmented by this initial approach. 
When governments or institutions implement policy 
to invoke educational change, program evaluation, 
or policy implementation analysis is achievable post-
implementation. Rog’s (2012) model of context-sensitive 
parameters offers evaluators a structured approach to 
establish a solid foundation of understanding to achieve 
this outcome. 
References 
Abbott, M & Doucouliagos, C 2003, ‘The efficiency of 
Australian universities: a data envelopment analysis’, 
Economics of  Education Review, vol. 22, pp. 89–97.
Alderman, L 2015, ‘Illuminative evaluation as a method 
applied to Australian Government policy borrowing and 
implementation in higher education’, Evaluation Journal of  
Australasia, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 4–14. 
Alderman, L 2014, ‘From policy borrowing to implementation: 
an illuminative evaluation of learning and teaching in 
higher education in Australia (2002 to 2008)’, PhD thesis, 
Queensland University of Technology, Brisbane.  
14 E v a l u a t i o n  J o u r n a l  o f  A u s t r a l a s i a    V o l  1 5   |   N o  4   |   2 0 1 5
R E F E R E E D  A R T I C L E
Alderman, G 1996, ‘Audit, assessment and academic autonomy’, 
Higher Education Quarterly, vol. 50, no. 3, pp. 178–192, 
DOI: 10.1111/j.1468-2273.1996.tb01700.x.
Australian Qualifications Framework Advisory Board 2007, 
Australian Qualifications Framework: implementation 
handbook, Australian Qualifications Framework Advisory 
Board to Ministerial Council for Education, Employment, 
Training and Youth Affairs, Carlton South, Victoria.
Australian Universities Quality Agency 2007, Mission, objectives, 
vision and values. 
Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee 1993, Guidelines for 
effective university teaching, Australian Vice-Chancellors’ 
Committee, Canberra.
Birnbaum, R 2000, ‘The life cycle of academic management 
fads’, The Journal of  Higher Education, vol. 71, no. 1,  
pp. 1–16. 
Bradley, D 2008, Future directions for tertiary education, 
Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations, Canberra. 
Bugelski, BR 1971, The psychology of  learning, applied to 
teaching, 2nd edn, The Bobbs–Merrill Company Inc, 
Indianapolis, Indiana. 
Carroll, M 2003, ‘Does auditing he against standards encourage 
masterpieces or paint-by-numbers?’, Assessment and 
Evaluation in Higher Education, vol. 28, no. 3, pp. 297–307, 
DOI: 10.1080/0260293032000059649. 
Chalmers, D 2010, National teaching quality indicators project – 
final report, The University of Western Australia, Perth.
Chalmers, D 2007, A review of  Australian and international 
quality systems and indicators of  learning and teaching, 
The Carrick Insitutute for Learning and Teaching in Higher 
Education Ltd, Strawberry Hills, NSW.
Coaldrake P & Stedman L 2013, Raising the stakes, University of 
Queensland Press, St Lucia, Queensland.
Coaldrake, P & Stedman, L 1999, Academic work in the twenty-
first century: changing roles and policies, Department of 
Education, Training and Youth Affairs, Canberra. 
Coates, H, Dobson, I, Edwards, D, Friedman, T, Geodegebuure, 
L & Meek, L 2009, The attractiveness of  the Australian 
academic profession: a comparative analysis, LH Martin 
Institute and the Australian Council for Educational 
Research, Melbourne.
Croucher, G, Marginson, S, Norton, A & Wells, J 2013, The 
Dawkins revolution 25 years on, Melbourne University Press 
Melbourne.
Department of Education, Employment and Workplace 
Relations 2008, Students: 2008 summary of  higher education 
statistics, Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra.
Department of Education, Science and Training 2006, 
Handbook for pilot quality audits of  higher education 
providers, Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra.
Department of Education, Science and Training, 2004a, 




Department of Education, Science and Training 2003, Our 
universities backing Australia’s future, Commonwealth of 
Australia, Canberra.
Department of Education, Science and Training 2002a, Higher 
Education at the crossroads, Commonwealth of Australia, 
Canberra. 
Department of Education, Science and Training 2002b, Raising 
the standards: A proposal for the development of  an ICT 
competency framework for teachers, Commonwealth of 
Australia, Canberra. 
Department of Education, Science and Training 2002c, 
Raising the standards: Appendices to the proposal for the 
development of  ICT competency framework for teachers, 
Commonwealth of Australia, Canberra.
Department of Industry, Innovation, Science, Research and 
Tertiary Education 2013, Federal, state and territory election 




European Higher Education Area 2010, Budapest-Vienna 
Declaration on the European Higher Education Area, 
viewed 8 January 2012, http://www.ond.vlaanderen.be/
hogeronderwijs/bologna/2010_conference/documents/
Budapest-Vienna_Declaration.pdf.
European Network for Quality Assurance (ENQA) Secretariat 
2012, Welcome to the website of  ENQA, viewed 15 January 
2012, http://www.enqa.eu.
Gall, JP, Gall, MD & Borg, WR 2005, Applying educational 
research, Pearson Education Inc, Boston. 
Goldin, C & Fatz, LF 1999, ‘The shaping of higher education: 
the formative years in the United States, 1890 to 1940’, 
Journal of  Economic Perspectives, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 37–62. 
Gyimah-Boadi, E 2003, ‘Reflections on education and 
democracy’, Ghana Centre for Economic Development,  
vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 1–5.
Harvey, L 2005, ‘A history and critique of quality evaluation in 
the UK’, Quality Assurance in Education, vol. 13, no. 4,  
pp. 263-276, DOI: 10.1108/09684880510700608.
Harvey, L & Green, D 1993, ‘Defining quality’, Assessment and 
Evaluation in Higher Education, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 9–26.  
DOI: 10.1080/0260293930180102.
Heafner, R 1932, The typewriter in the primary and intermediate 
grades, The Macmillan Company, New York. 
Kemmis, S & McTaggart, R 1988, The Action Research Planner. 
Deakin University, Melbourne. 
Kemmis, S, McTaggart, R & Retallick, J (eds.) 2004, The action 
research planner, 2nd edn revised, Aga Khan University, 
Institute for Educational Development, Karachi, Pakistan. 
Kogan, M 2005, ‘The Implementation Game’, in A Gornitzka, 
M Kogan and A Amaral (eds), Reform and change in Higher 
Education: analyzing policy implementation, Springer, 
Dordrecht, Netherlands, pp. 57–65.
Kreber, C 2003, ‘The relationship between students’ 
course perception and their approaches to studying in 
undergraduate science courses: a Canadian experience’, 
Higher Education Research & Development, vol. 22, no. 1, 
pp. 57–75, DOI: 10.1080/0729436032000058623.
Lingard, B 2010, ‘Policy borrowing, policy learning: testing times 
in Australian schooling’, Critical Studies in Education,  
vol. 51, no. 2, pp. 129–147.  
Lingard, B & Garrick, B 1997, ‘Producing and practising social 
justice policy in education: a policy trajectory study from 
15A l d e r m a n — D e t e r m i n i n g  t h e  c o n t e x t  s u r r o u n d i n g  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  a  g o v e r n m e n t  p o l i c y
R E F E R E E D  A R T I C L E
Queensland, Australia’, International Studies in Sociology of  
Education, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 157–179. 
Mackay, K 2004, Two generations of  performance evaluation 
and management system in Australia, The World Bank 
Operations Evaluation Department, Washington DC.
Mackay, K 1998, The development of  Australia’s evaluation 
system, World Bank Operations Evaluations Department, 
Washington DC. 
Maggetti, M, Gilardi, F & Radaelli, C 2012, Research design in 
the social sciences, SAGE Publications, Zurich. 
Matthews, D, Biglia, B, Henadeera, K, Desvignes-Hicks, J, 
Faletic, R & Wenholz, O 2006, A bibliometric analysis of  
Australia’s international research collaboration in science 
and technology: analytical methods and initial findings, 
Forum for European–Australian Science and Technology 
Cooperation (FEAST), Canberra. 
McInnes, C 2000, ‘Changing academic work roles: the everyday 
realities challenging quality in teaching’, Quality in Higher 
Education, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 144–152,  
DOI: 10.1080/713692738.
McMeniman, M, Cumming, J, Wilson, J, Stevenson, J & Sim, 
C 2000, ‘Teacher knowledge in action’, in Higher Education 
Division Department of Education Training and Youth 
Affairs (ed.), The impact of  educational research: research 
evaluation programme, pp. 375–550, Commonwealth of 
Australia, Canberra.
Ministerial Council for Tertiary Education and Employment 
(MCTEE) 2011, Australian Qualifications Framework: AQF 
levels and qualification type descriptors, Ministerial Council 
for Tertiary Education and Employment (MCTEE), Carlton 
South, Victoria.
Moodie, G 2010, Mixed-sector tertiary education: implications 
for self-accrediting and other higher education institutions, 
National Centre for Vocational Education Research 
(NCVER), Canberra. 
Neave, G & van Vught, F 1994, Government and higher 
education relationships across three continents: the winds of  
change, Permagon Press and IAU Press, Oxford and Paris. 
Neave, G 1994, ‘The politics of quality: developments in higher 
education in Western Europe 1992–1994’, European Journal 
of  Education, vol. 29, no. 2, pp. 115–134.
Nelson, B 2003, Our universities: backing Australia’s future, 
Department of Education, Science and Training, Canberra.
Norton, A 2012, Mapping Australian higher education, Grattan 
Institute, Melbourne.
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) 2004, Policy brief: lifelong learning, OECD 
Publishing, Paris. 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) 1996, Lifelong learning for all, OECD Publishing, 
Paris. 
Owen, JM & Rogers, P 1999, Program evaluation: forms and 
approaches, Allen & Unwin, St Leonards, NSW.
Parlett, M & Hamilton, D 1976, ‘Evaluation as illumination’, in 
D Tawney (ed.), Curriculum evaluation today: trends and 
implications, Macmillan Education, London.
Parlett, M & Hamilton, D 1972, Evaluation as illumination: 
a new approach to the study of  innovative programs, 
Edinburgh University, Centre for Research in the Educational 
Sciences, London. 
Patton, MQ 2002, Qualitative research & evaluation methods, 
3rd edn, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, California, 
London, Delhi.
Percy, A, Scoufis, M, Parry, S, Goody, A, Hicks, M, Macdonald, 
I, et al. 2008, The RED report: recognition, enhancement, 
development, Australian Learning and Teaching Council, 
Sydney.
Ponzi, LJ & Koenig, M 2002, ‘Knowledge management: another 
management fad?’, Information Research, vol. 8, no. 1,  
pp. 1–9. 
Productivity Commission 2010, Vocational education and 
training workforce, productivity commission draft report, 
viewed 8 January 2012, http://www.pc.gov.au.
Ramsden, P 1991, ‘A performance indicator of teaching quality 
in higher education: the course experience questionnaire’, 
Studies in Higher Education, vol. 16, no. 2, pp. 129–150,  
DOI: 10.1080/03075079112331382944.
Roades, G & Sporn, B 2002, ‘Quality assurance in Europe and 
the U.S.: professional and political economic framing of 
higher education policy’, Higher Education, vol. 43, no. 3, 
pp. 355–390, DOI: 10.1023/A:1014659908601. 
Rog, DJ 2012, ‘An introduction to context and its role in 
evaluation practice’, in DJ Rog, JL Fitzpatrick & RF Conner 
(eds.), Context: a framework for its influence on evaluation 
practice, Jossey-Bass, Vancouver, Canada. 
Ryan, N 1999, ‘Rationality and implementation analysis’, 
Journal of  Management History (Archive), vol. 5, no. 1,  
pp. 36–52, DOI: 10.1108/13552529910249832.
Scriven, M 1991, Evaluation thesaurus, 4th edn, Sage, Newbury 
Park, California.
Sewell, WH 1992, ‘A theory of structure: duality, agency and 
transformation’, American Journal of  Sociology, vol. 98,  
no. 1, pp. 1–29.
Van der Wende, MC 2000, ‘The Bologna Declaration: enhancing 
the transparency and competitiveness of European higher 
education’, Higher Education in Europe, vol. 25, no. 3,  
pp. 305–310, DOI: 10.1080/03797720020015890. 
Van Vught, F 1991, ‘Higher education quality assessment in 
Europe: the next step’, paper presented to the 39th bi-annual 
conference of the CRE, Utrecht, Netherlands.
Weiss, CH 1983, ‘The stakeholder approach to evaluation: 
origins and promise’, New Directions for Program 
Evaluation, no. 17, pp. 3–14. 
Wood, BD & Freeman, FN 1932, An experimental study of  the 
educational influences of  the typewriter in the elementary 
school classroom, The Macmillan Company, New York. 
Zammit, K, Sinclair, C, Cole, B, Singh, M, Costley, D, Brown 
a’Court, L, et al. 2007, Teaching and leading for quality 
Australian schools, Teaching Australia, Australian Institute 
for Teaching and School Leadership Ltd, Sydney.
